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ABSTRACT 

This nine page pamphlet describes the development o^ 
such federal library legislation as the Library Services Act (1956) 
the Library Services and Construction Act (1964), the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act^ the Higher Education Act, and the Medical 
Library Assistance Act (1964). The effect of this legislation on new 
forms of intertype library cooperation such as regional library 
associations, interstate libi^ary networks, and area library councils 
is examined. The feasibility of establishing a national network is 
evaluated. (NE) 
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TRENDS IN 
STATE LIBRARY COOPERATION 



By 1975, each of the 50 States and somt^ of the outlying territories estab 
lished intrastate telecommunication netvvorkb accessible to all types uf 
libraries within the State and with the potential capability uf LonimuniLatmg 
with networks of other States. Five years ago this vvas nut true. While this is 
only one type of intrastate library cooperation, it is the type must commonly 
.found 

The initial impetus for this and other types of cooperative activities may 
have been the report of the American Libraiy Association's Committee on 
Federal Relations* to the Association's Council in 1936. Based on several 
years of study and investigation of Fedeial grant maid programs m educa 
tion, agriculture, and highways and of the contemporary library scene, the 
committer concluded that "A system of permanent annual Federal grants in 

.^aid to libraries is essential to the complete and adequate development uf 
library ser\;ice throughout the United States."' While tht; cupimittee directed 
its attention to the rationale and structure of Federal aid to States fur the 
development of public library services, it recugni/jed the need fur stimulatiun 
and assistance for library services in the public elementary and secondary 
schools and in public institutions uf higher education. These institutions were 
seen as "essentially a part of any general plan for complete seaice to all the 
people, and in this ^ense, educational libraries belong to the public library 
system* of any State."' Federal grants in aid would be essential to assist in a 
general program of library cooperation and in the coordination of library 
resources on a regional and national scale. However, the committee opposed 

^ the use of Federal subsidies to establish a single unified pattern of library 
service throughout the country It saw the States, the local communities, and 
the Nation all contributing to the development of a cooperative plan for the 
improvement of library service. "The function of the federal library agency is 
to oversee the distribution of federal grants in aid and to assure the efficient 
use of federal appropriations through the exercise of reasonable supervisory 
powers. The state library agency is responsible for the formulation of i>tate 
plans of library development and fur the distnbution of federal grants to the 
libraries in counties, cities and towns. Finally, the local units, as is now the 
case, have full authonty in the administration of their libraries and also, as 
now, are responsible for the success or failure of library service"^ 

♦ Memberi serving on the Cummlltw vitTre Charl«>s f I G^mpton St I uuit Publu I ibMry 
JatTies T Gcrould. Princeton University Libr<irv Carleton B J<>eckel University of Ch»c<jgi> 
Graduate Library School. Harriet C Lung, Oreyon State Library. Milton L L^rd B<>sl()n PuIjIil 
Library, Many U Ruthrock Tenne^;>ee Valley Authunty, Clarence L. ShermarL PnAidente Publt*. 
Library. Forrest B Spaulding. De^ Motncs Public Library, and I ouu R Wilson Univeri>u^ of 
Chicago Graduate Library School. CI lairman 
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In its dibcubbion of Federal dbsistance for library cooperation and co- 
ordination of library resources, the committee identified some of the areas 
needing investigation: 

• storage and distribution of library materials, including unused and sur 
plus materials and the distribution of duplicates: 

• the photographic reproduction of newspapers and other research 
materials; 

• coordination of research materials through agreements concerning 
fields of responsibility; 

• development of special collections; 

• organization of regional bibliographic centers and of document and 
newspaper centers; 

• development of an integrated system for interlibrary loan sen/ice for 
general readers as well as scholars/ 

The recommendations of this committee did not result in the immediate 
passage of Federal grant in aid legislation. However, as the economic con 
ditions of the 1930's began to improve and the depression approached its 
end, the concepts m the report were widely discussed among library leaders, 
the ALA then began to search for ways to implement the recommendations. 
It began to sponsor specific proposals for Federal grants to the States to be 
used for local library services, attached to bills for Federal aid to State school 
systems. But World War II required enormous outlays of Federal funds for 
military purposes, and the educational groups failed to obtain legislation for 
Federal aid* 

After the war, the leadership of the library profession focused again on 
the need for Federal financial assistance for library development. However, 
instead of seeking broad ycntrul tiiu, an attempt v^.a3 made to produce "a bill' 
of some kind that would be specific enough in its objectives to be compre 
hensible, glamorous enough to stir the imagination, and limited enough in 
scope and time to avoid mass antagonism and competition with the National 

^ Education Association in its drive for federal aid to education "* 

Library legislation in the form of the "Public Librai-y Demonstration BilF 

\ was introduced in the House on March 12. 1946, by Emily Taft Douglas and ^ 
in the Senate by Lester Hill. Finally, on June 19, 1956, the Library Services 
Act (LSA) was signed into law by President Eisenhower. It should be noted 
that over the years, m testimony before committees of both Houses of 
Congress, witnesses stressed that the provision of library services to rural 
areas without library services or with inadequate library services would "open 
,up enormous library resources to these areas. Librarians have worked out co 
operative methods of lending their books and files and other materials to 
such a degree that there can be a constant flow of valuable library materials 
to thesb rural areas once the outlets are established for their utilization"' 

As experience was gained in administering the Library Services Act, the 
provision limiting the use of Federal funds to rural areas with less than 
10,000 population was recognised as inhibiting the development of a ca 

urdinated library program that wuuld bring abuut maximum availability and 
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utilization of library rcbourceb and services. Bills were introduced in both 
Houses of Congress to overcome this limitation. The bills proposed to 
remove the rural limitation on public library programs, to provide Federal 
financial assistance for public school libraries and college and university 
libranes, and to provide Federal fund^ for library training institutes similar to 
the National Defense Education Act (NDEA) institutes lot teachers of 
science, mathematics, and foreign languages. It became recognized that the 
^ growing need for informationfand education for all our people and the rapidly 
expanding body of knowledge made good libraries essentia! from the ele 
mentary school through adult education, and that a coordinated program of 
library developmentwas needed 

The Library Services a.nd Construction Act (LSCA) (PL 88269) was 
signed into law Feb. IL 1964. It amended the original rural program to include 
grants for public library services to urban areas as well as rural areas and 
funds for public library cqhstruction. 

Although the LSCA did not specifically mandate interlibrary cooperation, 
the thrust of larger unit^ of service for public libranes and of centralization of 
many functions begun under LSA (le^ technical processing, reference and re 
search services, shared specialized personnel, and cooperative book and 
other media acquisition, storage and loan) was earned forward by including 
urban public libraries in the developing systems. In the air were proposals for 
Federal assistar^ce to public elementary and secondary school and academic 
libraries, and for a coordinated program of library development. There was 
recognition the interdependence of libraries of all kinds and of the need for 
simultaneo^us development of all libranes and the training of librarians in 
order to^ffect the most efficient and effective improvement of library service. 

In m^ny States there -was an increased awareness of "the community of 
interests'* among libraries of different sizes and types. Many States recog 
nized the need for broad scale, statewide planning for library development. 
For example, Rhode Island, based on a statewide study^of all types of 
libraries, passed a comprehensive library law in May 1964which provided for 
tl;>e creation of a Department of State Library Services, and State grants in 
^id to local, regional, arid statewide resource center libraries, including grants 
/for public library construction. Other States undertook various types of 
surveys to encourage service programs which would coordinate the services 
^ and resources of all libraries.® 

Then, in 1965, legislation providing Federal assistance for school aca 
demic. and medical libraries was enacted The Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act, the Higher Education Act, and the Medical Library As 
sistance Act. There was no legislative provision for coordinating the activities 
carried out under these Acts or requiring coordination with activities carried 
out under the Library Services and Construction Act which was to be termin 
ated June 30, 1966. However, as was expected legislation to extend the 
LSCA was introduced in the Congress in January 1966, and on July 19 an 
expanded and amended LSCA was signed into law. It authorized three new 
programs, among them, title III, Interlibrary Cooperation, "for the establish 
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ment an(5 maintenance of local, regional, state or interstate cooperative net 
works of libraries, including state, school, college and university, public and 
special libraries and information centers to provide maximum effective use of' 
funds in providing services to all users."^ It required each State to appoint a 
Statewide Advisory Council which was to be broadly representative of pro 
fessional library interests and library users. 

During the first year of funding under title III, the States were limited to 
using Federal funds for planning purposes. Surveys were the most frequently 
reported activities in fiscal year 1967. Primary areas of concern were (1) 
determining library resources in the State that could be utilized under this 
title and (2) evaluating methods of cooperation among different types of 
libraries to make library materials more readily available to all persons in an 
area. 

In fiscal year 1968 when funds for program activities were made available, 
50 of the eligible 56 States and territories participated in the LSCA title III 
program. Program activities included: 

1. identification and location of library resources available in State or 
region;^ _ ' - 

2. establishment or expansion of interlibra^y loan and reference 
networks to include all types of libraries and information centers 
and, in some States, the Regional Medical Libraries and State 
Technical Services Act information centers; 

3. establishment or expansion of processing centers using modern 
technology and equipment; and 

4. coordination of the acquisition of materials among types of libraries 
within a geographic area. ^ 

These types of activities were continued in the next fiscal years. Some LSCA 
title I programs m cooperative networks merged with title III programs. 

Interstate activities also became more evident. States affiliated with 
regional library associations have used some title III funds to partially support 
activities such as the Pacific Northwest Bibliographic Center which serves 
Alaska, Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and Washington, and the Rocky Mountain 
Center for Bibliographical Research, which has received support from 
Arizona, New Mexico. Colorado, Utah, Wyoming, Nebraska, South Dakota, 
and North Dakota The States in the Southwestern Library Association 
(Arkansas, Louisiana. Texas. New Mexico, and Oklahoma) established the 
Southwestern Library Interstate Cooperative Endeavor which provides a 
formal structure for developing activities in the areas of continuing education 
for library personnel and in the i^se of modem technology for bibliographic 
control of library materials. In the southeastern region some States used title 
III funds to support the Southeastern Library Association's Intensive study of 
libraries in each of the States as a preliminary step to identifying needs that 
might be met more effectively by multi state, regional cooperative activities 
The New England Library Information Network serves the six New England 
States and is in the process if reassessing its goals, purposes, and activities. 
A group of States in the upper Midwest has been studying the network 



needs in Indiana, Illinois, Wisconsin, Minnesota, and North Dakota to 
determine if they should establish a regional network. 

Each of the States designed its plan for title 111 based on its perception of 
the needs in that State and the resources available to it that would enable it 
to move toward reaching its objectiveb of establishing and maintaining 
cooperative networks of libraries. In some States the mere bnnging together 
of academic, public, school, and special librarians and library users to discuss 
the potentials of intertype library cooperation was a major achievement. In 
Florida, for exampl^, in the first year of title 111 activities the State Library con 
tracted with the Florida Library Association to sponsor a conference on inter 
library cooperation and to identify activities that should and could be under 
taken. In succeeding years funds were used to purchase equipment to in 
augurate data transmission between the Business, Science and Technology 
[Jivision of the Orlando Public Library and the Technical Information Divi 
sion of the University of Florida Libraries. The teletype network was ex 
panded to include more public and university libraries. The State Library be 
came the central screening agency for interlibrary loan requests from school 
and public libraries to the university libraries and the Flonda Health Center 
Library. In the 1970 annual report the Florida State Library stated "Title 111 
programs have paved the way for greater interaction between public, special 
and academic libraries. The interlibrary loan network has traffic both ways. 
. . .The network has emphasized the fluid resource concept . . . Cooperation 
between school and public libraries is increasing also, especially at the state 
level where joint meetings frequently encompass new projects, philosophies, 
trends." "Interaction" has continued and has led to such actions as planning, 
preparing, and publishing a Florida Union List of Serials, the development of 
a depository system for State documents to improve access for all types of 
libraries, and continuing study and evaluation of cooperative planning. 

In other States intertype cooperajive activities were undertaken more 
rapidly. Arizona, for example, using title I funds had cor/racted with the 
Arizona State University, Bureau of Educational Research and Development, 
to conduct a compreh^ensive survey of library and infonnation services, 
resources, and needs of the State. The advisory committee for the survey was 
made up of representatives from all types of libraries and library education. 
When the title 111 planning money became available in 1967, the State Library 
again contracted with the Bureau for a survey with recommendations for 
implementing title lILThus, cooperative projects were being developed on the 
basis of the findings of the survey. In 1968, after publicdtion of the survey, a 
series of workshops was held in different areas of the State for librarians, 
trustees, governmental officials, and lay people to publicize the findings of the 
Survey. In FY 1969 Arizona i:eported that "Title 111 had been very fruitful in 
Arizona Communications networks and union lists have been created and 
cooperative patterns all set which are greatly enhancing library services in 
our State. One cooperative venture failed, however, even from this 
unsuccessful experiment a great deal of knowledge was gained/^ In 
succeeding years the title 111 program has included 
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• demonbtrdtiuni) designed tu involve the community more meaning 
fully in bchuol and public library services, with the school library offer 
ing Its resources at night to all citizens m the community and special 
programs to preschool children and their mothers in the neighbor 
hood; 

• updating the union list of serials and expanding it to include hold 
ings of some libraries in Nevada and New Mexico; 

• a joint project with the California State Library to provide full library 
services to geographically remote areas in Yuma County, Anz^ and 
Imperial County, Calif.; 

• continuing support of the Western Interstate Commission on Higher 
Education project of continuing education for library personnel. 

In 1974, with the development of regional library systems, known as 
Library Area Reference Service Systems (LARSS), the State Library reported 
that "The Channeled Arizona Information Network has developed into an 
efficient mterlibrary loan and reference network where nearly 7,000 author/^ 
title requests were received with 78% hits and an average turn around time of 
6.8 days. Nearly 900 subject/reference requests were received and 100% 
answered*" 

Other States have moved m similar directions but with slightly different 
approaches to improving library and information services. In Indiana, for 
example, the General Assembly established ^ Library Sen/ice Authority to 
encourage libraries of all types to coordinate their activities and to enable 
local authorities having library responsibilities to join together in a municipal 
corporation to provide necessary services. By the end of fiscal year 1974 five 
Area Library Service Authorities had been established 

There seems to be a new breed of library service animal rearing its head in 
the States, nurtured by State library and local planning and LSCA title III, 
Interlibrary Cooperatioa the area library council. While there are variations 
within the breed they share some common attributes: 

1. The library authorities within a geographic area of some States have 
recognized that the needs of their clienteles cannot be met 
adequately by one single type of library, that to do so requires 
coordinated efforts by all those responsible for providing library and 
information services within the^rea. 

2. They have organized into library councils in order to facilitate the 
efforts of individual institutions to undertake programs of 
coordination. 

3. The councils, with membership from all types of libraries in the area, 
meet regularly to: 

• discuss problems in serving their clienteles: 

• identify the strengths and weaknesses of their resources in ma 
terials. staff, or facilities; 

• explore possible methods of solving problems by cooperative ef 
forts; 

• design proposals that might help solve the problems— both those 
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that require additional resources and those that can be accom 
plished by reassigning responsibility for sharing present resources 
\ to meet client needs. 
What are some of the factors that have brought forth the new area library 
council? 

• The Library Services and Construction Act Amendments of 1965 
required the State library agencies to appoint advisory councils for 
each of the new programs. The law specified that the Advisory 
Council on Interlibrary Cooperation be representative of all types of 
libraries and infomnation centers, thus mandating a mechanism for 
bringing together academic, public, special, school, and State librar 
ians to develop plans for the use of funds made available under this 
program. 

• The Higher Education Act of 1965, under title llA, encouraged 
academic libraries to form consortia and jointly plan for the acquisi 
tion of library materials. 

• The ElenDcntary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, title 11, School 
Library Resources, stimulated more comprehensive planning for the 
use of materials purchased by the funds made available In some 
States, title 11 encouraged the creation of multi school district library/ 
media service units. 

These 1%5 laws provided vehicles for persons responsible for library 
services tojpov^ ahead toward the goal of developing coordinated networks 
of librangsand infomiation centers. However, while vehicles were provided 
there were no road maps, and people were moving in varying directions. 
Then, in 1970, the U.S. Office of Education and the American Library 
Association sponsored a Conference on Interlibrary Corrimunications and 
Information Networks (CICIN) which was charged to "explore and study the 
implications that would follow if a network of library and information centers 
were established in the United States."'^ At the same time, the Library 
Services and Construction Act was amended to require the States to develop 
a "comprehensive five-year program which identifies a State s library needs 
and sets forth activities to be taken toward meeting the identified needs 
supported with the assistance of Federal funds made available under this 
Act"'* The law also required the States, in their long range programs, to "set 
forth effective policies and procedures for the coordination of programs and 
projects supported under this Act with library programs and projects 
operated by institutions of higher education or local elementary or secondary 
schools and with other public or private library services programs."'' Here 
was the impetus for statewide coordinated planning for library and in 
fomiation services— for the States to develop their road maps. 

There were, of course, other factors, some local some regional, some 
national, that have encouraged breaking through the road blocks to 
interlibrary cooperation. But, in my opinion, those described above are the 
most significant One of the observations made by the ClClN director after 
editing the Proceedings was; 
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Finally, ''bocial engineenng" is required to overcome many of the 
obstacleb to network progrebb. There seems to be little doubt that 
technology can aid the process, but the fundamental requirement is to 
motwati; in^tUuttonb tu develop netc patterns of organizotion that will 
permit consortia and networks to operate effectively. Conference 
discussions made it verv clear that a monolithic network structure 
imposed from the top down will not work. Meaningful network 
development requires grassroots motivation and grassroots support'^ 
The network configuration envis ioncd by the CICIN Network Or 
gani^ation Working Group included "a formalized structure which 
intenrelateb existing and future Iibranes and mfurmjtiun centers, involving the 
organization of these units at the local, state, regional and national levels";^ it 
also saw the need for a coordinating agency at each hierarchical level. 

The area library councils have the potential of seaing as the coordinating 
agency at the local level, enabling smaller Iibranes to draw on resources of 
larger Iibranes and making the resources of libraries with specialized 
functions accessible through organized patterns of referral The councils may 
also serve as nudes m the general purpubc statewide network Through some 
of their component parts they may. in addition, have access to the special 
networks, such as the automation programs of the Library of Congress, the 
National Library of Medicine, and the National Agricultural Library. 

A review of the long range and annual programs submitted in late 1972 by 
the 50 States as required by the Library Services and Construction Act 
reveals that 19 States had as a specific long range goal the development of 
some ionu of area library council, of t.iese. 10 h«d a project in their fiscal year 
1973 annual programs leading toward reaching this goal. In 15 States this 
goal was implied in the longrange program, and four States had projects in 
their fiscal year 1963 annual programs. 

The Illinois Regional Library Council, which ha.s more than 260 members 
and serves the Chicago metropolitan area. i> probablv the mo.>t advanced of 
the area councils now in existence. It began the development of a 5 year 
plan of service in 1973 after being incorporated as a nonprofit lllinoib 
corporation in 197Z Its mission, as stated in the Syear plan is ** . .. to 
totirdinate activities of the member librancf in cooperative ventures, in order 
tu assure improved acce.ss to the matenals and information in all the librarie^ 
and information centers within the area of the Council for all residents of that 
area''* Council members identified areas in which planning was required 
user.s. non users, and the unserved, personnel, acquisitions, tools, collections, 
mfurmation services tu clientele, facilities, operations, finances, cooperation, 
education, attitudes, and communications, promotion, marketing. The results 
uf planning efforts culminated in the development of goaU and subgoals in 
each area Once the council memberbhip accepted the mission, goals, and 
subgoals and placed them in pnority order, the planning areas became 
activity areas. For activity areas, a general goal and subgoals a ere developed 
and long range and short range activities were specified There is provision 
for a process uf cuntinuuus review, evaluation, and further strengthening of 
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the plan, which the council considers db a document in process, never to be 
completed 

In these States interlibrary cooperative activities have changed in 
emphasis and focus. From single purpobe projects involving more than one 
type of library, such as the expansion or establishment of telecommunica 
tions network for interlibrary loan and reference services, the development of 
centralized ttjchnical processing centers, the development of union catalogs 
and lists, and surveys of library resources and needs, these States have 
moved to projects which require types of libraries within a geographic area to 
coopera^iue/y assess needs, jointly develop plans and programs to meet 
needs, and jomtfy evaluate their efforts. This requires a commitment from 
each typej>f library-represented on the council to see itself in relation to the 
total community and to thejworid of library and information services. 



SUMMARY 

From this bnef review of intertype library cooj)€rative activities it seem^ 
apparent that libranans and users of information have devised manv stratc 
gies and systems to get the information they need There is great concern 
about the need for a **nationa! network" and for compatibility among the van 
ous Stat« and regional networks. However, it seems clear that networks and 
other cocoerative activities are being developed at the local State, and re 
gional levels to meet specific needs at those levcU. It is doubtful that a "na 
tional network'* can be designed to meet the State and local requirements for 
all kinds of information transmissioaThc national network mubt be designed 
to overarch the State and regional networks. It must allow for diversity 
among political entities as well as among subject :pec:2!'j:^!!C"s luch a* law. 
medicine, art, and agnculture Thib is the challenge now facing the profession 
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